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REMARKS 

Claims 1 - 29 are pending in this Application. Reconsideration and further 
examination is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 103 

Claims 1, 3-5, 8-11, 13-15, 18-21, 23-25, and 28-29 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jannson et al. (2003/0081287) in view of Dove et al. 
(US Patent 7,035,294). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In accordance with the Applicants' invention as set forth in exemplary claim 1, there is 
provided a network element comprising a plurality of mappers for mapping packet traffic to 
electrical streams. The network element fiirther includes a packet switch forwarding a first 
portion of packet traffic to a first one of the mappers and a second portion of the packet traffic to 
a second one of the mappers, the first one of the mappers mapping the first portion of the packet 
traffic into a first electrical stream targeted to a first destination on an optical transport network 
and the second one of the mappers mapping the second portion of the packet traffic into a second 
electrical stream targeted to a second destination on the optical transport network . 

The Office Action admits that "Jannson does not explicitly teach forwarding the first 
portion of the packet traffic into a first electrical stream targeted to a first destination on an 
optical transport network and the second one of the mappers mapping the second portion of the 
packet traffic into a second electrical stream targeted to a second destination." 

However, the Office then states: ". . .it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made that a switch receives data packets, by consulting a 
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switch routing table, the packet will find its way from it source to its final destination, as 
discussed by Jannson (paragraph [0005]). 

Applicants disagree with this generalization. Jannson, at paragraph [0005], is specifically 
referring to a very particular type of network: source-routed ATM networks. There is nothing in 
Applicants' claims particular to source-routed networks. 

The Office Action then states, "Dove teaches the routing map determines which 
destination TDM packet must be sent to, and directs the packet to a particular destination, if two 
destinations in the routing map are set, the packet is multi-cast to the respective two ports 
representing each destination (col. 12, lines 15-27). 

The Applicants fail to see the relevance of Dove. Dove herein describes sending the 
same packet from the same table to two different destinations. The Applicants are claiming ^ 
packet switch forwarding a first portion of packet traffic to a first one of the mappers and a 
second portion of the packet traffic to a second one of the mappers, the first one of the mappers 
mapping the first portion of the packet traffic into a first electrical stream targeted to a first 
destination on an optical transport network and the second one of the mappers mapping the 
second portion of the packet traffic into a second electrical stream targeted to a second 
destination on the optical transport network". Applicants target portions of packet traffic to 
different particular mappers, and then on to particular destinations on an optical transport 
network. The Applicants do not understand how Dove teaches or suggests the Applicants' 
claimed packet switch. 

Thus, the Applicants respectfiiUy assert that Jannson and Dove, taken together or in part, 
fail to teach or suggest the Applicants' invention as claimed. The Applicants therefore 
respectfiiUy assert that Independent Claim 1 and its dependent Claims 3-5 and 8 - 10 are in 
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condition for allowance. Independent Claims 1 1 and 20 include limitations similar to those of 
Claim 1 . The Applicants therefore respectfully assert that Independent Claim 1 1, its dependent 
Claims 13-15 and 18-19, and Independent Claim 20 and its dependent Claims 21, 23 - 25, 
and 28 - 29 are in condition for allowance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 6, 16, and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jamison and Dove in view of Hernandez- Valencia et al. (US patent (6,993,046). This rejection 
is respectfully traversed. 

The Office Action uses the disclosure of Hernandez-Valencia for the purpose of showing 
the additional limitations recited in these dependent claims. Regardless of whether or not 
Hernandez- Valencia shows such limitations. Applicants submit that Jannson and Dove do not 
teach or suggest the limitations of claim 1 described above as missing from Jannson and Dove. 
Thus Applicants submit that dependent claims 6, 16, and 26 are allowable over the cited 
references for at least those reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 and Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of these dependent claims. 

Claims 2, 7, 12, 17, 22, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jamison and Dove in view of Dravida et al. (US patent (7,072,360). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Office Action uses the disclosure of Dravida for the purpose of showing the 
additional limitations recited in these dependent claims. Regardless of whether or not Dravida 
shows such limitations, Applicants submit that Jannson and Dove do not teach or suggest the 
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limitations of claim 1 described above as missing from Jannson and Dove. Thus Applicants 
submit that dependent claims 6, 16, and 26 are allowable over the cited references for at least 
those reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 and Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the rejection of these dependent claims. 



In view of the arguments made herein, Applicants submit that the application is in 
condition for allowance and request early favorable action by the Examiner. 

If the Examiner believes that a telephone conversation with the Applicants' 
representative would expedite allowance of this application, the Examiner is cordially invited to 
call the undersigned at (508) 303-2003, or cell (617) 901-6786. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 
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